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Presentation Boards Tallies and Comments

Current Code has Challenges:

1. Location: Coftage Clusters are not currently allowed in Single Family Residential (SFR)
zones.

Would you support:
A. Allowing Cottage Cluster with detached buildings in all SFR?2

Tally:
e I'msupportive=19
e |haveconcerns=8
Comments:
e Whereis the community land trust model?
e Where s allowance or allowing for tiny housing?

e Depends onthe size of the lot — do notwant it crammed or too much
density.

e Dependsonhow many and the site. Don’t want it to look like just
crammed houses with no greenspaces. Greenspaces are what makes our
city great.

B. Allowing attached buildings within 4 miles of Frequent Transite
Tally:
e I'msupportive=17
e | haveconcerns=4
No comments.
2. Fees/Costs: Existing SDCs for a $200k smaller home is $9,781 or 5% of the fotal cost.

Would you support reducing/waiving SDCs for smaller homes to incentivize more
affordable housing options.

Tally:

e I'msupportive=19

e |haveconcerns=4
Comments:

e Reduce but not waive.

e Re:the % of cost difference, how is this a reduction? We need SDCs so
currentresidents don't subsidize developers of future housing.



e Agree we need SDCs to support all the new development.

e Reduce, don'twaive. Concerns with sidewalk infrastructure never being
built.

3. Parking Standards: Current parking standards compete with buildable site area,
eliminating the possibility of tw o extra units.

Would you support:
A. Allowing all parking to be provided on-street, if possible 2
Tally:
e I|I'msupportive=5
e |haveconcerns=19
Comments:

e Doesn'twork. Pushes probleminto ROW. Becomes Public Works problem.
Will not work until you canrestrict number of vehicles someone can own.

e Narrow streetsin Milwaukie make it hard for parking, pedestrians, bicycles.
Have concerns over whether USPS would continue to deliver mail. My
carrier refuses to deliverif she doesn't have ample clearance and having
more competition for ROW could cause lots of issues for USPS. (They should
getoveritbutseemreally picky).

e Evencyclists and transportriders have cars!I'ma bicycle commuter and
still park my car.

e Too much density is why | moved fromPortland. Regulating by density
ensures we keep some greenspace whichis why | moved here.

e Serious concerns. Build plenty of onsite parking!iill
B. Allowinghead-in or angled parking?
Tally:
e I'msupportive=16
e | haveconcerns=4
Comments:
e Willrequire widening of street, possibility beyond property lines.
e You get more parking but less openstreet. Maybe OK on widerstreets.

C. Requiring 0.5 auto spaces and 1.5 dry, secure bicycle parking spaces per
primary unite

Tally:

e I'msupportive=4

e | haveconcerns=14
Comments:

e Remember, cars might not be our future, old cities weren't built for cars,
new cities are. What are future transit options2 What do we want our
future community to look like?



¢ Do notlike half spaces. Does hot make sense. You can put bike in
bedroom.

e In25years, people may have less cars but now people need parking for
at least one car per home.

e Aging population = bikes not viable.
e Support this within close proximity to fransit.
e My aging parents take public transit. They don't drive.

e STOP! with the bike thing. Middle age people live here and we use cars.
The City Councilis cozy with the Portland Bike Alliance, but this is
Milw aukie. It's OK to be a car person. Stop discouraging realistic
approaches for existing residents.

4. Regulate Form, not Density: Current cottage cluster standards are subject to the
density restrictions of the base zone.

Would you support regulating form, not density, using these elements: height,
setbacks and allow ed intrusions, lot coverage, common areaq, unit type (attached v.
detached)?

Tally:

e I'msupportive=10

e |haveconcerns=9

Comments:

¢ Needroomforfrees and greenspace, evenin cottage clusters.

5. Height: Current single-family residential zones allow three stories; current cottage
cluster standards appears to cap height at 1.5 stories.

Would you support reducing height frombase zones: Cottage Cluster, 2 stories,
down from 35 ftin base SFR zones; height can nev er exceed base zone heighte

Tally:

e I'msupportive =22

e |haveconcerns=5

Comments:

e Do not build higher than 2.5 stories!

e Consideration for older adults needs.

6. Max Number of Units: On larger sites, there is no incentive to dev elop as the number
of units is maxed at 12. This results in lots of unbuildable space, or expensiv e units.

Would you support eliminating requirement for maximum number of units for larger
sites?

Tally:

e I'msupportive=14
e |haveconcerns=9
Comments:

e Do noteliminate but increase the maximum.



7.

8.

e Greenspace isimportant. If there is no maximum, there willbe no
greenspace.

e Require openspace.
e Protectthe canopy!

e Some of these graphics show awfully high % of lot cov erage — what is the
impact on large tfrees and on stormw atere

Density Constraints: Due to density constraints, smaller sites are forced to build fewer,
more expensiv e unitsin order to make the dev elopment pencil.

Would you support eliminating the requirement for maximum density to free up
smaller sites?

Tally:

e I'msupportive=16

e |haveconcerns=5

Comments:

e Do not eliminate but increase the maximum.

Setback Requirements: On a 6,000 sq ft site, only the front porches of the allowed
cottages can be constructed given setbacks.

Would you support:
A. 15 ft front yard setback for a cottage cluster?

Tally:
e I'msupportive=11
e |haveconcerns=4
Comments:
e Need more info. How does this compare to existing?
e Yes, no big difference.
e Zerosetback.

B. Allowingwalkways, sidewalks, porches, steps, ramps, driv e aisles, and
retaining walls in the front setback?

Tally:

e I'msupportive =24

e | haveconcerns=2
Comments:

e Isn'tthis currently allowed?

C. Allow parking, steps, ramps, driv e aisles, and retaining walls in the side and
rear yard setbacks?e

Tally:
e I'msupportive =20

e | haveconcerns=1



Comments:

e Isn'tthis currently allowed?

A New Approach to Housing:

How could cottage courts be designed for existing lots in Milwaukie?

1.

Narrow Lot Design. (Lot size: 0.5 acres)
What do you think about this concept?2
Tally:

e I'msupportive=11

e |haveconcerns=6

Comments:

e How areredevelopment opportunities supported or hampered by other policies,
say tree preservation? Other policy can also create barriers to housing. Is that
being examined?

e Okay but you could get more parking loft.
e Befterwithless parking/impervious surface.

e Notenough parking. Getreal. Our mayor rides a bike so he unrealistically
expects the rest of us to ride a bike. Elitist point of view. Please design and build
forreal people who already live in Miwaukie and make this place already great!

e Love the fact that there is no requirement for parking. Greatl!
e Need onsite parking. Not all streets can support more on-street parking.

e Needto keep greenspace and canopy when these sites are developed. No
reasontolive hereif we don't.

Open Space Redesign. (Lot size: 2.0 acres)
What do you think about this concept?
Tally:

e I'msupportive=10

e |haveconcerns=3

Comments:

e Really good density for lot size. Possibly get more parking.
Full Lot Redesign. (Lot size: 0.4 acres)
What do you think about this concept?
Tally:

e I'msupportive=13

e |haveconcerns=5

Comments:

e Side yard and backyard setbacks fromfence line are important so as not to
adv ersely impact current neighbors. Need space for trees.



e Cofttage clustersis amov e in the right direction. I'd like to see modified building
codes to allow for tiny housing. This would open up space for parking and green
space.

Full Lot Redesign #2 (Lot size: 0.6 acres)

What do you think of this concept?

Tally:

e I'msupportive=10

e |haveconcerns=7/

Comments:

e FEach unit could potentially get its own parking space.

e |fthe cityis goingto persistin the $100 business license for rental units, they better
back off the excess water bill and other feesl!!

e Again, think realistically. You must have adequate parking!!

e Like theidea that no parkingis allowed. Mobility for next 60 years will be less car-
oriented.

e This allows for parking and frees.

¢ They needto build the "future” street.

ADUs and Current Challenges

1.

Limited Allowance of ADUs: Only one ADU is allow ed in single-family zone.

Would you support allowing up to 2 ADUs?2 Allowing ADUs per residence is the most
significant change to enable ADUs as a workforce housing strategy.

Tally:

e I'msupportive=19

e |haveconcerns=6

Comments:

e Two ADUs? 1 attached and 1 detached? Or 2 detached? Prefer to former.
e |tdoesn't matter as long as within code. Goodideal

SDCs and Fees for Smaller Developments: SDCs and fees impact small units
disproportionately.

Would you support reducing SDCs and improv ement requirements¢ Exploring
opportunities for fee reform can enable ADUs as a w orkforce housing strategy.

Tally:

e I'msupportive =25
e | haveconcerns=1
Comments:

e Heckyeah!

e Wehave 1 ADU now andwe get charged sewer and all the other non-w ater
fees per structure whetherempty or not. Is the city going to back off some of
these other fees since abusiness license is required?



e |fwaiving orreducing SDCs/otherfees, how might you ensure ADUs are used for
housing and not for short-termrentalsg Make sure the policies support the goal.

e Reduction of fees and building permits incentivizes the building projects of
owners, as opposed to those of dev elopers.

e No reductions for larger developers or housing that is not affordable.

e Reduce fees forhomeowners who are adding a unit or two. Increase fees for
developers/investors who are buying "teardowns' and maximizing density.

. Parking Requirements Compete with Buildable Area: Two off-street parking spaces

are required which compete with the buildable area of assite, reducing units and
affordability.

Would you support reducing parking requirements? Especially for smaller and more
constrained sites, reducing parking requirements to one per site would allow for
more ADU dev elopment.

Tally:
e I'msupportive =18
e | haveconcerns=10"%

Comments:

Ifit's small enough, then it is okay, i.e. grandma who can't drive.
e Serious concerns. You must hav e parking. Not all of us ride bikes.
e Difto.

e Need parking foreachhome.

e Must think more of future need to own/park acar. We may all soon be ordering
aridingin a driverless vehicle.

. Location of ADUs: Existing code prevents ADUsin front of a single-family home, within

40 ft fromthe frontlotline, or within the side and rear setbacks depending on the
size.

Would you support allowing location flexibility, to allow flexible siting of the location
of an ADU anywhere on the lot?

Tally:

e I'msupportive =20

e |haveconcerns=6

Comments:

e Yes, keepit flexible aslong as it is design and size compliant with house.

e Whatkind of flexibility? Front of house ¢ 40 ft of front lot line or side and rear
setbacks? Flexilbity on the side and rear setbacks are something | support.

e Site-dependent (x2)
e Flexible but consider existing neighbors.

e Notin the frontyard, but side orrear yard. This will look piecemeal otherwise.

. ADU Size Based on the Size of Primary Units: Maximum ADU sizes based on the size of

primary units presents inequities by disproportionately limiting ADUs on lots with
smaller dwellings, typically owned by low er-income households.



Would you support maximum ADU sizes?¢ Instead of dictating maximum ADU sizes by
the size of primary units, a baseline standard maximum ADU size should be
established for all units to prev entinequities.

Tally:

e I'msupportive =22
e | haveconcerns=4
Comments:

¢ Need more info on what this could look like. Greenspace and canopy on large
lots should take precedent.

e Intheory, okay.Need more info.

e This is great. When | waslooking at building an ADU in Portland, their ratiowas a
huge barrier because | had a small house on a large lot. Very much support this.

6. Long Review Processes: An unnecessary lengthy review processes for ADUs can
hinder the dev elopment of more affordable units.

Would you support streamlining the review processe Development review processes
should be streamlined for ADUs to be permitted by cheaper and shorter review
process aslong as the ADU meets size and other code restrictions.

Tally:

e I'msupportive =29
e | haveconcerns=0
Comments:

e OKaslong asno variancespast aType | land use review (sic: are allowed). If
requesting more than that, need to go through regular permitting process.

e Extremely streamlinedrequirements, please!

Comment Cards:

= | would hate to see Milwaukie turn out like Sellwood. | have alot of friends that
live there and are very unhappy. They hav e put tall apartment buildings with no
parking. People stillneed cars and a place to put them evenif they use mass
transit. | would really like to build a duplexin my backyard but there is a problem
of a very expensive road. Tall buildings also shade gardens and people’s yards.

» We needa mandate woven into all this which addresses the great, (avoided),
equalizer; We all age. Housing needs to acknowledge the demographic profile
regarding aging AND economics. This is more about univ ersal design that
retaining parking spots. And sidew alks are critical but do need to be addressed
other ways.

» |'minterestedin the concept/development of a co-housing ecovillage. | favor
what was shared this evening and | appreciate the work being done. My
concern conceptually, is that the large workforce that earns minimum wage or a
bit more couldn’t afford and of the numbers | saw. Realistically, the ADU's could
be built for a lot less than | saw, and there should be no restrictions to prevent
that. Not your providence, maybe, but living wages need to be paid, period. P.S.



Median Female earner in Clackamas is 39,700-think single moms; they couldn’t
afford.

Portlandreduced costs of permit fees and greatly increased building of ADU's.
Build out public transportation areas first.

Allow conversion and expansion of non-conforming structures (eg. Garages) as
ADU's.

We as a city can take the time to really discuss and incorporate views of current
citizens or we canlook like the worst of Gresham. Thoughtful design, allow room
for frees and breathing space of current neighbors. Transit oriented development
is a greatidea with parking as most of us have cars and will for many years.
Pushing parking on to neighborhood streetsis wrong and only causes resentment
of neighbors and other problems.

| think it is a good idea in general. Can be done well—will be a benefit to the
community. Concerns: Make sure however this is done that:

-Tree canopy and greenspace is maintained as much as possible. Greenspace
and trees are important for our health and wildlife.

-ADUs or cottage clusters are used for purpose created and not for short-term
rentals with high costs or for Airbnb for tourists/vacationers. Defeats this purpose
otherwise.

Our property is 4515 SE Roswell as illustrated on the cottage cluster projections.
We want to be included and/or be informed on future meetings and updates.

Cottage clusters should be considered for Hillside Park area now being master
planned by Clackamas County and Milw aukie. Possibly give/transfer ownership
to existing residents of a new cottage, and sot they pay only property taxes and
maintenance of the new home. No more rental assistance needed. Instead,
generate property taxrevenues.

Work with County on sewage fees. Now you can add another bathroomto an
existing home and those fees do not increase. If you add a tiny house in your
backyard, sewage fees double.

Alex Joyce did a nice job with his presentation. The format was smart, too, in
allowing people to casually weigh in with stickers and post-it notes. Hope the
feedback s useful, and goodluck going forward in the process! P.S.- As a
Sightliner, | appreciated the mention of “missing middle” multiple times tonight.

| currently live at 4125 SE Monroe Street with my wife and two daughters. We are
exploring the idea of turning our garage into an ADU, but it would only happen if
measures are taken to reduce or waive the costs of SDCs. As a family of fourin
the metropolitan Portland area, we need to find away to supplement our
mortgage payment alongside the rising costs of living in the Pacific Northwest. |
hope measures are adopted to make ADUs av ailable and cost effective for
homeownersandrenters.



* |I'mawidow, self-supporting (work full time ) and am approaching fixed income
days. I'mterrified of running out of affordable (and safe and livable) housing.
What willl do, where willl go?



